ITEM 5
Reduced Setback

PLANNING COMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 06/28/2016

REDUCED SETBACK - Star Signs
Case No. 2016-RS-002

Request: Consider the reduction of the required rear yard setback located along the
south property line from ten feet (10) to zero feet (-0’-)

Representative: Mr. Scott Taysom
Business: Star Sign and Banner
Purpose: This request would allow development of an outdoor work and storage

area that would encroach into the rear yard setback.

Location: 1060 E Tabernacle
Zoning: C-3 (General Commercial)
Ordinance: Setbacks; 10-10-4: Area, Setback and Height Requirements:
c1 | c2 | C3 C-4
Minimum yard setbacks from property line: | |
Front? 120 feet 20 feet 20 feet 0_10feet
Side™? 10feet 10feet 10feet 0 10 feet |
Side facing a street on corner lot? 20 feet :20 feet 20feet 0 10 feet
'Rear' 10feet 10feet 10feet None

Notes:

1. Side and rear yard setbacks in the C-2 and C-3 zones may be reduced or eliminated
where the planning commission determines such setback is unnecessary.

2. The C-4 zone has 0 front and side setbacks. Parking is required to be in the rear or
side of the building, and not in the front of the building, unless access to the side or rear
is not feasible. All buildings shall be built within 10 feet of the front property line.

When abutting a residential zone there shall be a minimum setback of ten feet (10') with
an additional setback for buildings or structures over fifteen feet (15') in height based on
a one to one (1:1) ratio; whereas, for each additional foot in height requires an additional
setback foot from the property line.
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Code Enforcement:

Parking:

Comments:

Options:

Code Enforcement Case No. 16-6190 (see attached ‘Courtesy Letter’)

Staff will review the parking requirements for this site (which is 1:250 Jor the
building & calculate the number of spaces allowed outside; per ordinance)

A reduced setback may be approved by the Planning Commission. This request
would not go to the City Council.

The Planning Commission may make a motion to:

1. Approve the request for the reduced setbacks as presented (Only the PC is
required to approve) with comments and conditions:

a. Approve a zero foot (-0’-) rear yard setback behind the work area.
b. Obtain a building permit.

c. Paint the cargo containers and canopy.

d. Install impervious work surface.

¢. Install one (1) impervious (asphalt or concrete) parking space.

2. Deny the request for the reduced setbacks as presented because
(state reason).
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Staff E-Mail
From: Ray Snyder
To: John Willis; Wes Jenkins; Joel Shaffer: Karen Roundy; Kristi Schultz; Kevin Taylor
Cc 'scott@starsignonline.com'; Malcolm Turner; Paula Houston; Victoria Hales; Laura Woolsey
Subject: Star Sign outside work area

Sent: Mon 6/13/2016 9:25 AM

To All,

Regarding Code Enforcement Case No. 16-6190: 1060 E Tabernacle, APN SG-SRC-1-1. A
building permit is required per Section 10-1-5:A for review, inspection, and approval of the
constructed work and storage area for Star Sign & Banner located on the rear of the property.
Two cargo containers have been placed and a covered work area constructed between them.
This constitutes a new permanent structure which does not meet the Zoning Ordinance for
setback compliance and for parking.

City of St George File #16-6190 1060 E TABERNACLE SAINT GEORGE 84770

Uploaded on: 06/02/2016 - DSCNdSQ?.JPG Uploaded on: 06/02/2016 - DSCNO598.1PG
structure with no building permit; no approval from | structure with no building permit; no approval from
Planning/Zoning Planning/Zoning

Star Sign and Banner began this project to create a covered work area for employees to install

vehicle wraps and other outside sign projects. The containers would serve as storage for supplies
and materials.

I'met with the representative Mr. Scott Taysom at the public counter on 6/13/2016 and explained
his options:

1. Remove the non-permitted structure; or

2. Relocate the structure to meet minimum setbacks and obtain a building permit and
provide parking; or
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3. Request the Planning Commission (P.C.) consider granting a zero setback in the C3 zone
at the south property line and obtain a building permit and provide parking.

At this time Mr. Taysom expressed interest in pursuing option #3 and going before the P.C. on
June 28" at the regularly scheduled P.C. meeting to request as a reduced setback.

I asked Mr. Taysom to perform the following:

Send a formal request (by e-mail) to my attention to meet with the P.C,

Provide a site plan (mark up an aerial photo) to show the structure with dimensions.
Show the square footage of the work area.

Provide additional paved parking space(s) based upon the ratio of 1:1,000 (one parking
space per each 1,000 sq. ft. of warehouse/work area).

Provide a couple of photos showing the structure and area.

6. Submit all before June 21 .

aali 3 S8 =

=

Note: Once received I will prepare a staff report for the P.C.

Note: Before a building permit may be signed by Planning, the P.C. would have to concur and
approve the reduced setback request.

Note: The Building Department and Fire Department requirements will have to be met before a
building permit can be approved.

Note: Mr. Scott Taysom’s contact information is (shop)435-628-7806, (cell)435-467-1522, and
(e-mail) scott@starsignonline.com
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Ray Snyder
Planner I1

175 East 200 North

St George, Utah 84770
(435) 627-4437
ray.snyder@sgcity.org
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Applicant’s (Aerial) Site Plan
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Isometric Graphic
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R.O.S.
(Record of Survey)
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Code Enforcement Letter

MAYOR
Jon Pike
COURTESY NOTICE oy manaces
Gary S, Esplin
CITY COUNCIL
Please Read Carefully Ed Baca
CITY OF ST. GEORGE Jimmie Hughes
175 EAST 200 NORTH Michele Randall
ST GEORGE, UT 84770 Joe Bowcutt
Phane: (435) 6274000 Bette Arial
wewwr.sacity org
Star Sign INC
1080 E Tabernacle ST
St. George UT, 84770
06/02/2016 CASE#: 16-6190

e 1060 E TABERNACLE ST
Location of Violation: SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770
Responsible Persan: Star Sign INC

Assessor's Parcel No.: SG-SRC-1-1

Dear Star Sign INC:

St. George rasidents have consistently expressed that clean, well-maintained residential neighborhoods,

increase property values, provide a higher standard of living, and promote community pride. The City has
learned of a code violation on the property. Understanding that you might not be aware of what the City
codes require, | am sending you this Courtesy Notice to give you an opportunity to correct this matter.

The item(s) listad below are the violations and need your immediate attention.

Municipal

Code Description Corrective Action

Seg 10- BUILDING PERMIT REQUIRED: Sac 10-1-5:A. The construction, Contact the City of St, Gearge

1-8A aiteratien, repair, removal or moving of any buiiding or structure, or any Building Inspecticn Dept. and
part theraof, as provided or as restrictad in this title, shall not be Planning/Zoning to cblain
commanced or proceeded with, except after the issua nce of a written approvals and a building permit

permit for the same by the building inspecter, In addition 1o buildings or
structures, other physical improvements on any et such as pools, courts,
ate., shall be construstad only after receiving a written permit from the
building inspector.

determine if the violations have been corrected. Please call ma, if you have any questions or if you can't
get the viclations corrected by this date. | am happy to work with you in resolving this matter.

Thank you for your ceoperation and support in keeping our community an enjoyable place to live.

Fpf i B

Malcolm Turner
{(435) 627-4429
Code Enforcement Officer
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Uploaded on: 06/02/2016 - DSCNDOS97.IPG
structure with no bulidin
Plannlng/Z sning

Uploaded on: 06/02/2016 - DSCNOS9E.JPG

9 permil; no approval from | structure with no building permit; no approval from

Planning/Zaning
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Aerial View
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Association — Owner’s list
S & R Commercial Center dba Tabernacle Commons
Chwners List
Space # Business name Business Phone Owners name
Unit 1 Star Sign 435-628-T804 Tim Taysom
1060 E. Tabernacle Todi Clax
St George, UT B4770
Jodij@starsignonline. com
Unit 2,345 Ouidoor Outlet 435.628-361 | Doug Syphus
1062 E Taberncale
St. George, UT 84770
wsyphusi@outdooroutlet. com
Unit 6 IT Services of Utah 435.673-1655 Mark Staufler

Uit 7,012,138 14

Uit

Unit 10 & 11

Unit &

1080 E.Tabernacle
St. George, UT 84770
AEilsoL.com

Dixie Fireplaces

1084 E. Tabernacle
St. George, UT 84770
dixiefireplaces@infowest.com

435-634-1177

Aaron Prisbrey 435-673-1661
1090 E. Taberncle
St. George, UT 84770

tavshafdprisbreylaw.com

Vplus E 435-817-3365
1092 B, Tabernacle
St. George, UT 84770

lxmangoger@amailcon ;|

AAN Business Systems

1082 E. Tabernack: 81, 435.673.9889

5t. George, UT 84770
aaajcninfowest,com

Coguette Jacobsen

Aaron Prisbrey

Roger Lasson
1373 Snow Hill Lane
St. George, UT 84770

Bob Winters
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Association Approval

You replied on 6/21/2016 2:09 PM.

From: Jodi Cox [jodi@starsignonline.com)
To: Ray Snyder
{c

Subject: Fwd: S&R Commercial Center Permission
I

Sent: Tue 6/21/2016 1:40 PM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Mark Stauffer <m@itsou.com>
Subject: S&R Commercial Center Permission
Date: June 21, 2016 at 1:37:32 PM MDT

To: "Jodi Cox (jodi@starsignonline.com)" <jodi@starsignonline.com=

To Whom It May Concern:

On March 30, 2016 the S&R Commercial Center Association held a meeting will all owners invited. In
that meeting, JodiCox, representing Star Sign, requested permissionto pour concrete on limited use
common areaspace that Star Sign currently occupies. There was no dissenting discussion or vote from
any owneror representative present so the concrete pourwas approved. Thisis also listed in our
minutes of that March 30* meeting.

Thankyou.

Mark Stauffer

President

S&R Commercial Center Association

Jodi Cox

Star Sign

435-628-7806
jodi(@starsignonline.com




2016-RS-002
Star Sign — Red. Setback

pg. 16

Meeting Minutes

S&R Commercial Owners Meeting Mar 30, 2016

Minutes

1 Parking Lot bids — Mark
It was decided that Mark would ask Western Rock about drainage and using
the existing asphault as base |t the bid came in under $20,000 he was

approved to go ahead and get the parking lot by Aaron Prisbreys office
repaired

—= 2 Rear common Areas - Title Report — Andrew
Andrew stated the title company had only measurement allotments on site and
not where the allotments were located. Bob agreed to redraw the map moving
Aaron’s space over to include the building and putting A&E where Azrons

portion was. The board alsp approved Star Sign pouting concrete in‘I;_PLeir area
and they requested Star Sign paint the front of their container to look better.

3 Roof Maintenance — Hirschi Jodi
Hirschi Roofing said we have a 20 year product. No maintenance ig required.
They can come and walk the roof in 5 years and check for any problem spots

4. Building Exterior Maintenance — Jod
Stucco - may be power washed to clean but no maintenance is necassary

5 Weed and yard maintenance — Boh

The board approved DG landscape and Maintenance to go ahead with the

400 one time clean up and $60 a month weed maintenance Mark will
schedule the work
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Application

REDUCED SETBACK
APPLICATION

"‘ar
FILE #: 200 - RS - FILING DATE: € 4 4/ RecEveDp By, (>
FEE: No Fee FEESPAID: _NJA  RECEIPT#__ Nip_

Note: The City of St.George Zoning Ordinance: Chapter 10 Commercial Zones, Section 10-10-
4: Area, Setback and Height Requirements requires ... Side and rear yard sethacks in the €-2
and C-3 zones may be reduced or eliminated where tfw Planning Comimission determines such
setback is wnnecessary,

APPLICANT INFORMATION

LEGAL OWNER(S) OF SUBJECT PROPERTY- __ 08 O b |2 Lammartal
(e AVM\J frv St (Bi,lfm T

MAILING ADDRESS: ~_ 1000 B TAS nwels Sk

PHONE: _ o PAX: _ o
T VTN
APPLICANT - £ \%
(1 diffarent than vwner)
( SCACH I igimtie,
MAILING ADDRFESS: S oy
G :
PHONE: CELL: FAX: _
CONTACT PERSONREPRESENTATIVE: ___ Siefl Ay Sona ( Jat 1244 ff 3 571 A e /:’f(‘"”/' g
(If different than owner) T \{ (/' oty
MAILING ADDRESS: S At

= Wnﬂﬁmm o
o . FAX

PROPERTY INFORMATION
STREET ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: __[() (00 ETdbuna lp SE,

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S )

ZONING: { Chnrwirgiad GENERAL PLAN:
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: (Attach sepatate sheet if BECOSSATY )
Lot/ Plat
EXISTING USE: Y {,‘ﬁm{ f ﬂwﬂhhm
Use of property and/or Buildings Y
PROPOSED USE- Wit hoe S 11 bk

S,

Use of propenty and/or Bulldings
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SUBMITTAL “CHECK LIST" {

YES NA
-

A =2
474

AL

—

~ o

Completed General Information form (page one of this application
Written text (Project propesal / narrative)

Colired pleviation drswingisi oW Al Lour sides of proposed
buildings, and photo simulations, if applicable

Calor and materials board, or approved equivalent. as required.

Three (3) full sets of plans that include a fully dimensioned colored sire plan

floor plan, landscape plan, grading plan, and Slevations for all sides of

the buildings  The scale should be no smaller than 1" = 20° for the site
plan. and 17 =4 or 1" = § tor the floor plan and elevations

8§ ¥an 11 reduced copy ef site plan, floor plan, grading plan, and elevations
Optional: Provide mailing labels for adjacent neighbors

SITE PLAN INFORMATION

Please include the following information on your site plans

YES NA

Current address of project, plat name, assessor parcel number(s),
and the npplicant’s and plan preparer’s aame. address. phone nnd fax
numbers.

North arrow and scale.

Property lines, with dimensions, and the Jocation, width, and description

O any éasements,

Existing and proposed strects. including names, centerlines, widihs, and

existing and future rights of way and improvements.

Show enisting fire hydrants within 300 foct of (he projecs site. Lidicawe

any proposed fire hydrants,

Sict i’ £ el
RS

Show proposed Fire Department vehicle aceess lane(s ),

Show and dimension all existing and proposed buildings and strucrur
and indicate existing features 1o be removed. Show distances betwes
buildings and distances from buildings to property lines, and indicate
required and proposed building setback lines. Show any ncarby build
within 30 feet of the subject property lines. Indicate proposed walls,
fences. Trash enclosures, utility vaults, mechanical equipment. acces
buildings, paved areas, tanks, or other site feamres.

Show proposed nnd exinting parking, driveways aml auiess pulins, iy
on-site and off-site within the vicinity, Indicare width of driveways a
drive aisles, and show distances between driveways, Show parking
space dimensions. and indicate handicapped accessible spaces  Indicd
one-way and two-way drive aisles.

Show any significant natural features such as rock outcroppings and v
COUTSEes. L

Show propgised landscaping, Tncluding quantity, location, variety, and)
container sizeraseparate land$caping plan may be submitted instead|
shawing this information on the site plan,

sShow lacations and dimensions of pedestrian access ways, loading w
and aceess to service areas. L

YES

Show proposed lighting fixtures in parking areas, adjacent to walkways,
and on buildings, and indicate type.

Show all existing and proposed public improvements, including water,
sewer, carch basins, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street liphts. signals. power
lines, and wiility poles.

Shaw existing contour lines and proposed contour lines indicating finished
grade on the site: a grading plan may be substituted instead of showing
cunurs un the plan, If deired.

. Show location of on-site and off-site drainage, both existin 2 and proposed.
— 16 Provide'a legend on the site plan that includes:

A Crsnt zening

b. General Plan
i 5 Any proposed changes in zoning or general plan
;& 1 ,f'{ d. Total lot square lootage
= & Total building square footage
f Lot coverage
2 Setbacks
I Building height
i Parking (show calculations)
j. Open Space
K Landseaping (shew calculations)(%)
I Proposed use (¢ g restaurant, retail, office. ete. ishow square
foutage allocated w each use within all buildings).
m For multifamily residentiat projects, include the unit type nimber
of bedrovms, square footage per unit, and the unit mix.
n. Indicate the intended oceupancy type of all buildings
o Identily building sprinkled and nonsprinklered.

COMMENTS

b Please be aware that, it determined necessary by City statt, additional information andior special
studies may be requited 1o review the project. These studies may include, but not be limited 10 a
suils report, hydralogy repor, watfic study, etc,

2 Unul the following information is submitted, your application will be considered incomplete:

1 The applicant has the ability and intention to wilize said REDUCED SETBACK (RSj within rwelve
€171 manths from date of final approval: and the applicant undoratands this RA applicuion, i1 gramed,
becames null and void and of no effect if unused within twalve (12} months from the date of filing the
application, or if any time after granting the use is discontinued for a period of twelve (12) months, or
developad by someone other than the applicant

4

A RS approval does not eliminate the necessity of cbimning & building permit, which is required for
construction of all buildings in the project.
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5. Are there any deed restrictions affecting the use of the property involved? Give the expiration date of
these restrictions, if applicable

G Kequired site improvements such as pavement for parking areas, curb and gutter, privacy walls,
landscaping, storm drain facilities, and all other Hnprovements required under City Ordinance shall be
completed prior to the issuance of a certificate of tecupancy or approval far permanent electric power
service. In the event such improvements cannot be completed prior 10 receiving permanent or a
certificate due 1o weather conditions or other unuseal circumnstances, a financial guarantee in the form
ot a cashiers check, bond, escrow, or ather financial guarantee acceptable to the City attorney shall be
provided 1o the City guaranteeing that such improvements will be fully completed within ninety {90)
days of the issuance of permanent pawer and/or a certificate of oCcupancy.

APPLICANT AGREEMENT

T twe) have read and understood the requirements of this application and all information is true
and accurate i the best of my (our) abilities,

~ \/\}ﬁ 1y

Signm > Date

Signature Date

Z:\Planning and Zoning\Common\Reduced Setback\2016 RS\2016-RS-002 Star Signs Tabernacle outisde work area\Staff Rpts\PC 2016-RS-002
Star Signs Tabernacle.doc



PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF ST. GEORGE
WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH
January 26, 2016 - 5:00 PM

PRESENT: Chair Ross Taylor
Commissioner Don Buehner
Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Nathan Fisher
Commissioner Julie Hullinger
Council Member Joe Bowcutt

CITY STAFF: Assistant Public Works Director Wes Jenkins
Planning & Zoning Manager John Willis
Planner IT Ray Snyder
Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales
Building & Development Office Supervisor Genna Singh

EXCUSED: Commissioner Todd Staheli
Commissioner Diane Adams

FLAG SALUTE

Chair Ross Taylor called the meeting to order and led the flag salute at 5:00 PM.

1. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS (GPA) (Public Hearings)

A. Consider a General Plan amendment from LDR (Low Density Residential) and FP
(Flood Plain), to COM (Commercial) on approximately 6.30 acres. The property is
generally located west of the intersection of 1450 South Street and River Road. This
proposal is to change the General Plan to allow for the future submittal of commercial
development called “Boulder Creek Crossing-West.” The applicant is Mr. Stephen
Sheffield. Case No. 2016-GPA-003 (Staff John Willis)

John Willis presented the following:

The request this evening is if the land use designation should change to support commercial
development. There is a mixture of zoning on the property with R-1-10, OS, and PD-C. The
existing general plan has LDR (low density residential) on the south and the northern portion is FP
(flood plain). Most of the site is located in the flood plain. The hatching on the map is floodway
and the proposal ends at the hatching. The flood plain does take up all of the property and extends
to the existing Boulder Creek project. Commercial projects can develop in the flood plain if they
raise the base floor elevation 18” above or they can amend the map through FEMA with a LOMR.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.
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Ross Taylor advised that this is a general plan amendment. We look at what might best serve the
community. This property is subject to flooding and erosion. We typically give more protection to
residential than commercial. This being in a potential flood area, I see it more suitable to
commercial than residential.

Don Buehner asked staff if there were any letters in opposition to this item.
John Willis replied no there are not.

MOTION: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson made a motion to accept item 1A GPA for Boulder
Creek Crossing West,

SECOND: Commissioner Julie Hullinger
AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Nathan Fisher
Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS(0)

Motion carries.

B. Consider a request to amend the General Plan from MDR (Medium Density Residential),
LDR (Low Density Residential) and COM (Commercial) to COM (Commercial) on
approximately 6.01 acres. The property is generally located at the northwest corner of
the intersection of 1450 South Street and 3000 East Street. This proposal is to change the
General Plan to allow for the future submittal of a zone change to allow development of

a future health facility. The applicant is IHC Health Services, Inc. Case No. 2016-GPA-
005 (Staff John Willis)

John Willis presented the following:

This is a general plan amendment. The question is if the current land use makes sense or if it makes
sense to expand the existing commercial designation. The current zoning on the property is R-1-12.
The current general plan has an existing commercial bubble of about 1 acre, then MDR at about 2
acres, with LDR as the remainder. The request is to make the outlined area COM and leave the rest
of the property as LDR. The focus tonight is if expanding the commercial makes sense for this
property.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher asked staffhow wide the remaining LDR is on the west of the
proposal.

John Willis stated there isn’t a legal description for the general plan but it should accommodate a
road and a row of homes.

Tom Uriona, IHC — we’ve been searching for a site in this area for some time to locate a medical
clinic. We want to have a lot large enough to add onto the clinic in the future when needed as the
community grows. The total acreage of the property is 11 acres but the commercial designation
would be for 6 acres. Out time table for development after the general plan and zone change would
be as soon as possible.
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Commissioner Nathan Fisherasked how large the clinic on Sunset is.
Tom Uriona said that is a family care and instacare facility. This would start as the same type of
facility and expand as needed. It’s about 25,000 square feet on about 4 acres.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson asked what the additional 2 acres would be for.

Tom Uriona said we would come in and install the dedicated street and plat the remainder as single
family lots.

Commissioner Don Buehner said the general plan amendment designates the corner as commercial
and the specifics of the zoning will come forward at the zone change stage. We’ve got a corner
there and the question is if it makes sense as commercial for the general plan.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.

David Lundberg — our company owns the 4 acres north of this parcel. My concerns are how this
will affect the road plan for the area. I understand there is a way to plat a road through here. I feel
this may interrupt the road plan and am concerned about the irrigation line that crosses the property.

Doug Hafen — I am strongly opposed to this amendment because of the detrimental effect this will
have on our neighborhood. My wife and I spent a year looking for a home in St. George to have the
lot size and character of neighborhood we wanted. This is 1450 S, The Springs, and River Hollow.
All that zoning is R-1-12 clear over to 3000 East. That whole area was to be residential and what
we were looking for. We paid premium prices in that neighborhood because of the location. The
only part of this area not developed is this part here that they want to go commercial, We are very
opposed to interjecting commercial property into a neighborhood that has been beautifully laid out.
Sites around are being prepared for residential development. Putting commercial here spoils a
beautiful neighborhood. What’s going to happen here? Who will want to build a house right by
commercial property? We have strong feelings about this and are concerned that if this part
happens then the rest will turn commercial. I invested too much in my home to back up to
commercial property. There is another intersection just south east of this that wouldn’t affect any
residential. There is plenty of commercial just a few miles away. This piece as commercial is not
beneficial to the City. We request that you recommend denial.

Commissioner Don Buehner noted the fact that they’ve left a strip as LDR is usually a gift to
neighbors as a buffer. You wouldn’t back up to the commercial because they’ve left that area for
residential. What is the detrimental effect?

Doug Hafen replied a clinic would disturb an area that is supposed to be residential. I don’t want to
be by high density housing or commercial.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher asked why commercial would be better at the southeast intersection.
Doug Hafen said there isn’t any residential there to interfere with and the site would be easier to

develop. Our homes are already here. If you develop the commercial first then people know what
they’re dealing with.

Richard Douse — I oppose this and hope that you would deny it. 1 have a bachelor’s in land use and
city planning. My career is not in that field. 1have served on a Planning Commission and 1 express
my thanks to you for voluntarily serving. I oppose this because the general plan after community
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involvement in 2007 designated this area as R-1-12. The neighborhood continued to grow east and
north. The zoning is R-1-12 and the area has developed with upscale residential homes. The only
piece that is undeveloped is this and the adjoining piece. The area has progressed with upscale
homes. I also object because when purchasing property here it would be assumed that the R-1-12
zoning would remain towards 3000 East. I asked the realtor before purchasing about the area and
was reassured that it would all be comparable homes. The proposal to change this to commercial
doesn’t make sense due to the layout of the land. The property lies substantially below the road
about 10-15°. The property is well below the existing road. Most commercial zones would make
the property come up to grade with the road or there would be steep grades. Filling the property
may cause draining issues into the neighborhoods. Extensive fill could also affect the water table
and may move that table in a way that would potentially ruin foundations in the area. Any
commercial use in that property would create a large parking area and create drainage issues. This
would cause issues to the neighborhood and downstream which would require tax dollars to fix the
problem. There is no guarantee that this property will be used for a health facility. If the applicant
chooses to develop otherwise or sell the property, then there is a commercial area that exists and
could be used for potentially more detrimental uses. The expansion to higher zoning is also a
problem. It is a possibility that the rest of the area be changed to commercial as well. There is an
existing clinic 6 minutes away from this area. If they are trying to serve those to the south of us
they should look south to reduce the traffic impact. We request that you deny the application and
recommend that it remain R-1-12. Please seriously consider denying this application.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher noted that currently there is a general plan for this area that is LDR,
MDR and Commercial. Part of this is already commercial. If we were to leave it as is there would
be some commercial.

Richard Douse countered that the zoning is all R-1-12. How could the commercial be there without
the neighborhood knowing?

Commissioner Don Buehner added that the general plan also designated intersections that are fairly
major such as this are candidates for commercial development.

Richard Douse said I am aware of that but things have changed in that community. The property
down at Mall Drive is close and has a lot of commercial use. West of this area also has commercial.
We don’t see a need for this corner to be commercial. There is enough commercial nearby and the
existing clinic is only 6 minutes away. A new clinic would be much better served south of here.

Tom Juledo — I have no problem with the commercial zoning but want to make sure that it will be a
clinic. If you designate that it has to be a medical clinic that would help. My concern is when they
are going to put a stop light at 1450 South. We also need speed bumps in this area. Will there be a
storm drain installed with this project? I get flooded all the time.

Brett Wahlen — there are clinics similar to this on Sunset and in Hurricane — none of which back up
to a residential community. My home backs up to the area. Tt is not a sensible location for a clinic.
Traffic would be an issue and it decreases property values from 500” to a mile. There is no
evidence otherwise. The burden of proof should lie with the applicant and not the home owners.
The area is already slated for homes and not commercial.

Richard Denhalter — I am a retired city attorney and understand the decisions you have to make
tonight. Good planning practice is to have general plan designations that correspond with zoning.
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We have here a piece of property that is zoned residential and the area is building out that way. Bad
planning practice is to put a designation on the property that is not consistent with already
developed uses. There are many fields in Washington that could be used for commercial. Why
choose right next a residential community. The traffic, parking, and access at this already troubled
intersection would be a planning error. The surrounding property to be used for expansion at some
point and time is not as big as it looks. There is a lot of water in that drainage area and will shrink
the available use of the property. That will call for commercial or high density but does not fit in
with the character of the area.  If you look at the subject property, there are streets to the west.
Those two streets go right into the bigger parcel here. There is another one to the north that would
also dead end into the lot. People live in those neighborhoods. There are bus stops in those
neighborhoods. The parcel will get access from these residential streets. The clinics create a
tremendous amount of traffic and parking. You put a clinic on this site and there will be cars
coming from all directions. The intersection is controlled by one stop sign. Making a left from
3000 East looks too dangerous to me. This area will need to be signalized at some point. Any
general plan amendment should be consistent with the zoning. If you change to commercial patrons
will access through our residential neighborhoods. It is very dangerous to put an additional load of
traffic in this area. Good planning says we respect the zoning that is there. We have to plan ahead
to avoid a dangerous traffic area.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson asked if it’s residential won’t you have the same problem.

Richard Denhalter said there are already streets planned where all the streets connect. There 1s
plenty of site distance and no possibility of conflict. Houses will have fewer trips than a clinic or
instacare. We don’t want to lose our children to this traffic nightmare. Development of the
residential properties will not be a problem. There will be connectivity. Respect us and protect our
children.

Commissioner Nathan Fisherasked if the request is to leave the general plan as is.

Richard Denhalter said it needs to be consistent with the zoning.

Commissioner Nathan Fisherexplained the applicant is the only one who can request the change.
All we can do is recommend a change as proposed or it remains the same. Please note that there is
currently commercial there in the general plan and then there is medium density at 5-9 units per acre
which would be a townhome project and then the low density residential.

Richard Denhalter said good planning dictates that the general plan corresponds to the zoning and

the zoning is low density residential. Deny tonight’s request. The general plan needs to meet the
zoning.

Chair Ross Taylor noted we’ve heard about drainage, grade, parking lot would be an apron for
drainage problems, no guarantee of the use of the property, may encourage additional commercial
requests, may not be best location to serve the area — potentially move south, we’ve heard comment
that there are no other facilities adjacent to residential, there are 3 streets that would dump into the
property, traffic would increase, the intersection is too busy and left turns would be difficult and
signaling may be needed. Please present new ideas if you have them.

Richard Douse said when I looked at the general plan it shows R-1-12 not commercial. Somewhere
along the line after the general plan was approved the commercial came in. The zoning is still R-1-
12. There is a concern about noise issues with additional traffic as well.
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Mike Millgate — I agree with the issues that have been mentioned. When we bought we were told it
was all zoned residential. The complaints that come with commercial are noise and lighting. Please
consider the items in the email that was sent. My concerns were that the GPA isn’t here to describe
zoning. I request that more specifics be given.

Darren Hafen explained that children have to cross 1450 and go down to Little Valley for school.
Putting commercial here adds to the traffic and danger to the children walking to school.

Madge Douse questioned if you had a million-dollar home, would you want a medical facility next
door.

Kathleen Denholter said there are two elementary schools in the area — [ am concerned with the
safety of the children. Many children ride bikes or walk to and from school. The clinics in the area

are not by residential areas nor are they by any schools. THC needs to look at the land adjacent to
Summit Athletic Club.

Sam Bates — I live north of this. We’ve had issues with flooding on our lot. I also agree with the
safety of children. If you put a big concrete slab here the run off will go straight to our house.
There is going to be additional drainage issues with development here.

Todd Jones — specific to detriments I think of character. To change the general plan would
drastically change the character of our neighborhood. I remember being here about 7 years ago
going through this same thing. I was unaware that there was an acre of commercial,

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales stated the general plan has an approximate 1-acre blob of
commercial and an approximate 3-acre blob of medium density residential and the rest is low
density residential. However, the current zoning is all R-1-12. The general plan and zoning are
different. The applicant has requested that the commercial blob on the general plan go to about 6
acres with no medium density buffer, and with low density residential for the remainder. They are
asking that the commercial bubble be increased on the corner. The issue is what is appropriate for
that cornerfor the General Plan. It is your recommendation to City Council, which is the land use

authority, who makes the decision. You may recommend approval, denial, or make an additional
recommendation.

Todd Jones said I understand it all as R-1-12 and for the character of the area I would request that it
be the same.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales clarified it is not zoned commercial. The general plan is
commercial and the zoning is R-1-12.

Russell Stewart asked if the general plan were changed is there a guarantee that a clinic will be
developed. The clinic isn’t as bad a strip mall.

Commissioner Don Buehner said the only guarantee is that any proposal would have to come
forward with a zone change and be reviewed prior to development.

Steve Kemp (represents the land owner). The Smoots have owned this property for over 100 years.
When 1450 and 3000 were widened and shifted the issue came up for the corner. In 2005 1 began
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working with the family. That is how the general plan designation came about. When the City
acquired the right of ways is when the general plan was made commercial and medium density.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson asked IHC if they had looked into other properties in the area.

Tom Uriona stated that long term this will be the best spot to be. In 10-15 years things will change
and we want to be in a position to serve. The day will come where this site will be more desirable
than commuting to River Road. As the General Plan stands there is commercial and medium
density existing. THC would be willing to reduce the size of the site to 4 acres and change the land
use request to Professional Office (PO) which would limit the development to clinics or offices.
We do plan to build a clinic there. If we need to table and come back we are willing to do that.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson asked if the perimeter will have block walls.

John Willis said this is where you get more specific. If residential development is adjacent to a
more intense use, there has to be a fence but if there is a road it may not apply.

Tom Uriona said we would plan on the road. We would bring in plans to show that separation.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher noted that when it comes to drainage and such it will be there
regardless of the type of development.

Jason Smith — traffic — I have concern with reducing the request to about 4 acres instead of about 6
because of the distance for accesses that is required. Enlarging the commercial bubble allows for
the access to have sufficient spacing and makes the access safer. We are still in the conceptual
stage so streets and drainage have not yet been addressed.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt explained the general plan is a guide. As times change the general plan is
amended. I am sure that when the R-1-12 was established there were farmers coming in who didn’t
want residential. The general plan is a guide and those guidelines will change over time. You
cannot say that something will always remain. Keep in mind that it would be really nice if a
medical center was built away from the homes, but they are building there because there are homes.
We don’t want to make detrimental changes but we have to look at what is best for the majority of
the citizens.

‘Chair Ross Taylor said there are a lot of roof tops south of this. This is 5-6 minutes away from
other facilities. I am wondering if there wouldn’t be some life in the idea of moving south to have
greater access to the developing area and not have to leap frog in the future. This is quite close to
the existing River Road campus.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher noted that the proposal is a clinic in the future but could be something
else. It would nice if we could put homes everywhere but smart planning requires there to be
services for those homes so everyone doesn’t have to commute into town. As cities expand there
are commercial pods throughout neighborhoods because those services are needed for those homes.
Is commercial a wise choice for this corner or is something else better? We’renot looking at an
instacare, we’re looking at the best use for this area. If residential, how many homes would actually
be built on that intersection? You’re not going to see a home there. That property will never be
developed as residential. The size of the commercial bubble is what we need to look at. If you look
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at the Bloomington Walmart the neighbors did not want it and are now happy with that. It takes
time to adapt. What is the best use of that corner?

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson expressed that you cannot find parking at the River Road campus.
They do need another campus in the area.

Commissioner Don Buehner asked the Commission their thoughts on PO rather than COM.
Commissioner Nathan Fisher said it’s a good idea.

Commissioner Don Buehner said the concern of safety for children is to be considered and I believe
an office designation for the corner that opens up the site distance there would be safer. The
character of the neighborhood is a concern as well. If that neighborhood stopped short of the
intersection I do not feel that it would mar the character.

John Willis added that 1450 and 3000 are 90’ arterial streets that are designed to carry a lot of
traffic. Those are main thoroughfares not collectors. When we developed the subarea plan we were
concerned with traffic in the area.

Commissioner Don Buehner said whatever ends up going there I see people rushing home as much
as I see people rushing to commercial areas. Idon’t connect character to that intersection. I like the
designation as PO for that busy intersection.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales counseled there is an AP zoning designation that aligns with
the PO land use designation. For zoning the PO does allow for AP offices and businesses,
laboratories, and hospitals are a conditional use. You can consider the general plan as it is, as
commercial, or as PO.

John Willis noted that it is up to the Planning Commission, but the applicant is willing to amend the
request to PO on about 4 acres rather than COM on about 6 acres. The next public notice would
state PO as opposed to COM with the applicant being amenable to that change.

MOTION: Commissioner Don Buehner made a motion to recommend that roughly 4 acres
be changed on the General Plan to professional office.

SECOND: Commissioner Nathan Fisher.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales asked for clarification if the MDR is to be absorbed by
the PO designation and the remainder be LDR.

Commissioner Don Buchner stated the motion is that the MDR and COM portion be
absorbed by the PO designation at about 4 acres and the rest remain LDR.

SECOND: Commissioner Nathan Fisher

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Nathan Fisher

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS(0)

Motion carries.

Z, ZONE CHANGES (ZC)(Public Hearings)
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A. Consider a request to rezone approximately 20 acres from A-1 (Agricultural) to R-1-
8 (Single Family Residential 8,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size). The project is called the
‘Arbors 3’ and the property is generally located north of the logical extension of
Crimson Ridge Drive; being the easterly 20 acres of sectional Lot 6 of Section 10, T 43
S RISW, SLBM. The owner is Development Solutions Group, Inc. Case No. 2016-ZC-
005. (Staff John Willis)

John Willis presented the following:
This request is to go from A-1 to R-1-8. The General Plan is LDR which allows for up to 4 units

per acre.

Chair Ross Taylor asked if the request is for 20 acres or 4, both are stated in the staff report.
John Willis clarified the request is for 20 acres.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing,

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Julie Hullinger made a motion torecommend approval item 2a.
SECOND: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Nathan Fisher

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS(0)

Motion carries.

B. Consider a request to rezone approximately 2.52 acres from PD-R (Planned
Development Residential) to R-1-10 (Single Family Residential 10,000 sq. ft. minimum
lot size). The project is called ‘Desert Canyons’ and the property is generally located
southwest of the intersection of Deserts Edge Drive and Broken Mesa Drive. The owner
is Development Solutions Group, Inc. Case No. 2016-ZC-004. (Staff John Willis)

John Willis presented the following;

This is a cleanup item for the area. As the larger development fine tunes they have to adjust, and
that is what this is. The R-1-10 to the south will jog up and go to the roadway. The PD-R is higher
in density so the R-1-10 is a down zone at developer’s request. As they continue to engineer the
roads in the area we’ll see more of these clean up items.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.
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MOTION: Commissioner Nathan Fisher made a motion to recommendapproval of item 2b.
SECOND: Commissioner Don Buehner

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Nathan Fisher

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS(0)

Motion carries.

3 HILLSIDE PERMIT (HS)

Consider a request for a Hillside Development Permit to allow removal of isolated
noncontiguous and insignificant slopes to allow development of single family residential
subdivisions in ‘The Lakes’ PA-14 and PA-16 (Note: PA = Planning Areas). The applicant
is “730 St George LLC,” Boulder City Nevada, Mr. Mark Tupen Project Manager, and the
representative is Mr. Ray Alton, Rosenberg Associates. The total area is approximately
45.73 acres. The APN is SG-6-2-28-2110. The property is located near Plantations Drive
and Sunbrook Drive and is zoned R-1-10 (Single Family Residential 10,000 sq. ft. minimum
lot size). Case No. 2015-HS-004 (Staff Ray Snyder)

Ray Snyder presented the following:

This request is where Plantations and Sunbrook intersect. The zoning is R-1-10 and the general plan
is LDR. The green that surrounds PA-14 and PA-16 would not be disturbed. There is a future road
between PA 16 and PA 14. The request is for the orange areas on the contour map. They won’t
disturb the road or natural drainage areas.

Chair Ross Taylor asked if the hill on the left hand side of the drainage picture is being removed.
Ray Snyder said no, it will remain.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher asked if you’re standing at Sunbrook Drive and looking west, are the
two knolls you see in question?

Ray Snyder said they are not being removed. They want to remove some areas that the committee
deemed insignificant. The HSRB made a motion to recommend approval of PA 14 and PA 16 as
presented with conditions and those can be found in the staff report.

Chair Ross Taylor expressed confidence in the recommendation of the hillside review board.
Commissioner Ro Wilkinson said you’re going to make a lot of bike riders mad.

John Willis said that was a concern when they were developing. This is a prime mountain bike
area. They have integrated that into their development but that is further south. This development
has been in the works for 20 years.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales said the proposal is subject to an existing development
agreement, and the developer must comply with its terms.
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MOTION: Commissioner RoWilkinson made a motion to recommendacceptance of item 3
with staff and Hillside Review Board comments and subject to the development agreement.
SECOND: Commissioner Julie Hullinger

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Nathan Fisher

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS(0)

Motion carries.

4. LOT MERGER/FINAL PLAT AMENDMENT (LRE)

Consider approval of a lot merger / final plat amendment within a recorded subdivision. The
purpose is to merge Lots 80 and 81 of “Dixie Downs RV Resort Phase 1.” The property is
zoned MH-6 (Mobile Home) and is located at 1225 North Dixie Downs Road. The
applicants are Mr. and Mrs. Dimmon Payne. Case No. 2016-LRE-002 (Staff — Wes J enkins),

John Willis presented the following:

This is a plat amendment to merge lots 80 and 81. The applicant wants to do an addition to the
existing home on lot 80 and abide by the setbacks. The HOA was concerned that by merging the
lots they would lose HOA fees for one lot. The property owner would still pay fees on two lots
even though they are merged.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted the HOA fee issue is a private agreement.

MOTION: Commissioner Nathan Fisher made a motion to recommend approval of item 4.
SECOND: CommissionerRo Wilkinson

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Nathan Fisher

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS(0)

Motion carries.

John Willis reminded the Planning Commission that there will be a work meeting on February 02
2016 in the Administrative Conference Room to discuss the TND ordinance.

2

ADJOURN
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MOTION: Commissioner Nathan Fisher made a motion to adjourn.
SECOND: Commissioner Don Buehner
Meeting adjourned at 7:26 pm.




PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF ST. GEORGE
WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH
January 12, 2016 — 5:00 PM

PRESENT: Chair Ross Taylor
Commissioner Don Buehner
Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Todd Staheli
Commissioner Nathan Fisher
Commissioner Diane Adams
Commissioner Julie Hullinger
Council Member Joe Bowcutt

CITY STAFF: Assistant Public Works Director Wes Jenkins
Planning & Zoning Manager John Willis
Planner II Ray Snyder
Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales
Building & Development Office Supervisor Genna Singh

EXCUSED:

FLAG SALUTE

Chair Ross Taylor called the meeting to order and asked Commissioner Don Buehner to lead the
flag salute at 5:03 PM.

1 GENERAL PLLAN AMENDMENTS (GPA) (Public Hearings)

A. Consider a request to amend the General Plan (GP) from LDR (Low Density Residential) to
MDR (Medium Density Residential) on a total of 20.43 acres. The project is called “The
Joshuas.” The property is generally located on Tonaquint Drive. The proposal is to change the
General Plan to correct the land use for existing Phase 1 and 2 (GP clean-up) and to allow for
the future submittal of a zone change to allow development of a proposed Phase 3. The applicant
for Phase 3 is Salisbury Homes and the representative is Bush & Gudgell, Inc. The applicant for
Phases 1 & 2 is the City of St George. Case No. 2016-GPA-002 (Staff Ray Snyder)

Ray Snyder presented the following:

The applicant requests that Phase 3 be changed to MDR. Phase 1 and 2 are established and are requested to
be changed to MDR to match what has been developed.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson made a motion to recommend approval of Item 1A for Phase 1, 2
and 3.
SECOND: Commissioner Todd Staheli
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AYES (7)

Ro Wilkinson
Don Buehner
Ross Taylor
Nathan Fisher
Diane Adams
Julie Hullinger
Todd Staheli
NAYS (0)
Motion carries.

B. Consider a request to amend the General Plan from LDR (Low Density Residential) to COM
(Commercial) on approximately 10.43 acres. The property is generally located at the
intersection of Sugar Leo Road and Pioneer Road (between Pioneer Road and the I-15
Freeway). This proposal is to change the General Plan to allow for the future submittal

of a zone change. The applicant is Mr. Denis Lyman. Case No. 2016-GPA-001. (Staff
John Willis)

John Willis presented the following:

Current general plan is LDR. Current zoning is OS. The current property owner acquired the land from the
state. The applicant’s proposal is to amend the general plan from LDR to COM. Does the current land use
designation make sense, or should it be changed to meet the applicant’s request of commercial or does a
different land use designation such as open space make more sense for that particular property? The property
does have hills, flat spots, and a ravine. Part of the property sits above the I-15 Freeway.

Don Buehner asked where the nearest residential areas are located.
John Willis said there is residential north, northwest, and across Pioneer is a subdivision and church.

Chair Ross Taylor invited the applicant forward.

Reid Pope, representative stated that residential is not ideal because of the freeway noise. The ultimate plan
is for RV storage to create a buffer between the freeway and housing there. Staff has mentioned that noise is
a concern so we measured the dBA from when semi-trucks go down the freeway and it wasn’t that high. It
got a higher value when a car passed on Pioneer itself. No matter what happens there the dBA will increase
because of the increase of traffic on Pioneer. The site has an irregular shape and would need to have an
apartment complex or lower level development to attract residents. We would like to use the property
commercially and think that it will enhance the area. We have photos of what the project could look like as
well as a map showing the dBA ratings. The dBA when a vehicle goes down Pioneer is 70-80. The highest
reading from a semi was 65.

Ross Taylor clarified that at this point our concern is the best use of the land. Any proposed uses for the land
come later. Our discussion needs to stay along those lines.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.
Darwin Rigg (Riverstone) — we’re about 100 yards away from the proposed change. If you make the general

plan commercial, can the owners make it any kind of commercial or will it be restricted to his pictures
tonight?
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Chair Ross Taylor advised that tonight is just the use of the land. Not a particular design or request.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher said what is being approved tonight is only the general plan. Specifics don’t
get addressed at this stage. The real question tonight is what land use would be appropriate.

Jed Fackerel (Las Colinas) — there is a storage unit next to the fire station. It doesn’t make sense for more
storage. Residential makes sense. 1 moved here to have the residential feel. Bloomington has a homey feel
and residential make up and that should remain. I believe homes can be built on that property.

Jason Haslin asked if commercial zoning would allow for billboards and allow signs.

Chair Ross Taylor said commercial properties are allowed signage per the sign ordinance.

Jason Haslin added that they would have to remove those hills for development and I feel that hill is a buffer.
Removal would be unfortunate.

Alexa Fackerel (Las Colinas) — we live on Carissa and our home faces the freeway. We love how
Bloomington is completely residential until you get to the major intersection that is commercial. We are also
worried about signage and don’t want to see bright signs looking out the window. The hills are a buffer
there.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher reiterated that the issue is whether commercial is a good fit for this area. The
details will be addressed with the zone change where concerns like lighting can be addressed. At this stage
we cannot require the developer to tell us what is going there. It is not relevant at this stage and we cannot
require it. The details can be requested and mitigation to potential impacts can be addressed at a later stage.

Steve McNab (Riverstone) — my house backs Pioneer and we look out to that open space. I feel open space
is the best use for the land. I moved here to enjoy the wide open spaces and 360 views. 1 would rather see
the open space and freeway than an additional RV storage unit,

Jean Rigg (Riverstone) — when 1 go by that property I see dirt and hills and there isn’t much room there. If
you drive by the property there is not much there and I would prefer the hills to homes or commercial. I am
concerned about the property owner because the property is nothing. I don’t understand why an owner
would have to pay taxes on land that is nothing. I prefer it not be developed and that the property not be
taxed because the property is useless. Commercial development would be an eyesore there. There isn’t a
need for the property to be used for anything other than hills and a buffer.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher explained the goal here is to determine the best use of the land. If we took as
our mantra that we don’t want to disturb open space then we wouldn’t have any new development. Growth
is going to occur and we need to do it smartly and correctly. It was mentioned that the area is growing which
to me means they need services to serve them. We don’t know specifically what is going to happen there but
assuming RV parking was to go there, there is probably a market for it. If the general plan is approved for
commercial it won’t necessarily be RV parking but could be other commercial uses. That entire area will
have a lot of commercial areas coming in to support the residential growth. The question is the best use for
this area. There are a lot of homes being built there. The likelihood of residential succeeding there is
minimal. A productive land use there can be found.

Commissioner Don Buehner asked staff what the terrain is like.
John Willis stated that some is flat and below the freeway but there are hills that project above I-15,
Commissioner Don Buehner noted that it has been suggested that the land be open space.
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John Willis explained the general plan is LDR and the zoning is OS. We did discuss with the applicant how
to leave the hills to maintain the buffer. Staff would suggest that the buffer remain when developed where
possible. That is something that we would ook at in the future if approved.

Commissioner Diane Adams asked what the setback would be if commercial zoning were in place.
John Willis said the front setback would be 25° from the property line.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson said there is going to be a need for commercial.

Commissioner Todd Staheli asked if this is for all 10 acres.

John Willis said the proposed general plan amendment is 10 acres.

Reid Pope (representative) added we do plan to use all of the land and utilize the property. The hills aren’t
really above the freeway. If that were the case the noise would increase. The property does drop down to
Pioneer Road. The southern portion is all below the freeway. There would be an area to the north that we
would have to leave for access to a trail system. There is also drainage on the property to be dealt with.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher asked what the setbacks from Pioneer and from 1-15 are.
John Willis said Pioneer would be 25° and I-15 would be 10°,

Councilman Joe Bowcutt added that there is still I-15 ROW that exists there.

John Willis explained that Pioneer Road is about 80 so the property depth is about 300°.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales advised that this is a general plan amendment so the only issue before
you is if commercial is appropriate at this location rather than what land use designation exists.

Commissioner Todd Staheli said we need to look at what is in the area to see what people need. Commercial
vs OS vs LDR is the question. I would be worried about lights and such at commercial development. They
said cars make more of an impact than the semis on the freeways so that concerns me. Traffic and lighting
would concern me with commercial development.

Commissioner Don Buehner said it seems we’re debating three different designations. There is value to OS.
The question to me is OS vs COM. I don’t see LDR as a consideration.

Chair Ross Taylor said this property is accessible quickly from the freeway. For that reason alone I don’t see
open space fitting because of the traffic around it. This is near the development of several communities that
would need services nearby. [ see commercial fitting better than residential because of the proximity to the
freeway and needs.

Commissioner Todd Staheli asked if we recommend approval for commercial and city council approves and
they come back for RV storage and we deny that zoning request could any other commercial come in.
Commissioner Nathan Fisher said the general plan would be commercial and then someone would have to
come forward with a commercial zone. Ifit’s a planned development zone change request we see all of it. If
it’s a general commercial zone than any of those commercial uses would be open per ordinance.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales added zoning the entitlements are not there until the zoning phase,
and commercial zoning does address the details you’ve discussed such as use, lighting and signage.

Commissioner Don Buehner noted the accessibility comment is valid but aesthetically I understand it won’t
be a nature reserve or anything too elaborate but there’s a feel here that we don’t want to lose, Aesthetically
I'believe open space is of value in this area.

Chair Ross Taylor countered that depends on how you feel about mud hills, There isn’t much vegetation and
the soil type doesn’t support vegetation.

Commissioner Todd Staheli said there are pine trees on Pioneer but otherwise there are hills with bike trails.
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Councilman Joe Bowcutt noted that one supreme challenge is providing services as we continue to expand
residential development. No one wants those services in their backyard but if we all have to drive far for
services we’ll complain about traffic. I remember the people of Bloomington protesting WalMart and I can’t
imagine that all of them stayed away from WalMart after it was developed. We have to plan to meet those
needs for the entire community.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher addressed open space. If we can control where the open space is and make it
happen it would be great. Because it’s already general planned for LDR someone could put homes in there
and we couldn’t control that. If we’re only forcing them into something that doesn’t fit in that area I don’t
know that we’re addressing the issue.

Commissioner Todd Staheli noted there are already storage units in the area and I don’t know that it’s the
right use for the property.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted that specific uses for the property are not before the
commission tonight. Is this land use designation appropriate at this location? Specific issues can be
addressed at a later stage in the process.

MOTION: Commissioner Julie Hullinger made a motion to recommend approval for the land use to
change to Commercial.

SECOND: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
AYES (6)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Nathan Fisher
Commissioner Diane Adams
Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (1)

Commissioner Todd Staheli

Motion carries.

2. ZONE CHANGE AMENDMENTS (ZCA) (Public Hearings)

A. Consider a fourth (4™) zone change amendment request to the ‘Atkinville Interchange Zone
Plan’ to add a planned development residential neighborhood within the milepost 2 interchange
area to be called ‘The Villas at Sun River St George’ on 51.95 acres. The property is located
along Interstate 15 to the east, Sun River parkway to the north, a future city park and the
Atkinville Wash to the south, and Arrowhead Canyon Drive to the west. The applicant is Sun
River St George Development L.C., and the representative is Mr. Scott McCall. Case No. 2016-
ZCA-001. (Staff Ray Snyder)

Ray Snyder presented the following:
This is the 4" amendment to the Atkinville Interchange. This development would be separate and
independent of the existing Sun River project. The project would be age restricted as a 55+ community.
This request is to change part of the PD-C to PD-R and has multiple portions to the request: short term
rentals, private streets, signage plan.

This came before PC and CC as a GPA. The general plan designations are MDR and MDHR. The existing
zoning is PD-R and PD-C. The amendment will change the PD-C to PD-R. Both designations have about
26 acres each. There is a table submitted that recalculates the land uses for the overall Atkinville Interchange
plan. The density for this project would have 237 for the MDR and 384 for the MHDR for about 621 units
conceptually. The Atkinville Land Use Exhibit 2.1 would be updated with this proposal. There is a
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submitted conceptual land use map. The green is non residential, blue one story residences, yellow 2 story
residential, red, 2 story residential. There will be a grand entry with landscape median and amenities. There
would be a monument sign in the grand entrance. There are public and private road sections in this project.
Cross sections have been submitted as well. Arrowhead is proposed as a 100+ cross section for roadway,
curb and gutter, sidewalk, landscaping, trail system, and then additional landscaping and privacy wall.

There is a conceptual phasing plan. The grand entry with amenities would be developed first. There is also a
master sign plan proposed. The circles are 4x4 marketing signs. There is a monument at the main entry and
on Greystone. There is another sign request on the 1-15 freeway but details were not given. Staff does not
support the I-15 sign and does not want it approved at this time. The two monuments and four marketing
signs are up for approval tonight and the other sign would have to come in later with more detail.

Floor plans and elevations have been submitted. They show earth tone materials. A traffic impact study has
been submitted and is under review by engineering. A geotech report has also been submitted. Private
streets would be on the interior. There is a future park proposal to the south and adjacent to this project as a
neighborhood park. There is a barrier at the freeway with landscaping that includes power line accessibility.
The density proposed does meet the general plan designation. Signage would be for the monument signs, the
marketing signs. The community advertisement at the freeway is not recommended for review at this time.

Commissioner Diane Adams asked what the difference between community park and neighborhood park is.
Ray Snyder said there is a size difference.

Chair Ross Taylor noted that vacation rentals are requested. There has to be an amenity for that, What is the
amenity?

Ray Snyder said the amenity for this project would be the green area. The proposal is for a pool as well as
pickle ball courts and open grass area. This does meet the ordinance if approved. They are requesting that
45% of the project allow for short term rentals. No lock out units will be permitted and the rentals shall meet
the City’s short term rental ordinance.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt said as far as the 45% I would be more comfortable if a designated area allowed for
short term rather than a blanket approval and then an enforcement issue.

Scott McCall noted the reason we do the sole management company is so they have to register with the
company and we’ll track it that way.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt noted that these things tend to end up falling on the City for enforcement.

Scott McCall stated we have an excellent management company and I am confident in that. Everyone would
be required to use that one company. The management company won’t be the only management. If there’s
an unregistered rental in the area it would be reported by the neighbors as well.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt said short term rentals are already a problem and I don’t want to add to that.
Commissioner Todd Staheli added that he has a neighbor who illegally runs a short term rental regardless of
the ordinance because he would rather pay the fee than lose the income.

Scott McCall said we have the resources and CCRs to manage this.

Chair Ross Taylor added that a concern with the rentals is what happens to neighborhoods. With 45% rentals
then on both sides of my house could be a short term rental and that messes with relationships. I like what
Councilman Bowcutt said about designating an area in the project rather than spreading it throughout.

Darcy Stewart said I would like to invite the city to see the rentals in Sun River. Those rentals are monitored
exactly. The short term rental for us is more of a marketing ploy. I don’t suspect it being used as a resort
community.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher asked how you determine who is in the 45%. First in wins?

Darcy Stewart said yes, first in would be allowed to short term rent.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher noted this will be an age restricted community. Can short term rental be age
restricted?



Planning Commission Minutes
Jan 12, 2016
Page 7 of 19

Darcy Stewart said the short term renters must be 55+ as well.

Councilman Joe Bowecutt said it’s great to have an HOA but once the land is all developed HOAs fall apart
and then there is no enforcement. That’s why I prefer the designated area for rentals.

Darcy Stewart said for the last 3 years Sun River has been managed by the HOA. They run it well and
budget well. It’s a development of about 2,000 units and they do great. The professional management
company is vital to that.

Scott McCall added that Sun River St. George runs itself. It’s a huge body of people. I don’t see this HOA
falling apart. There are too many people who care in this area.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales asked if this area will have a separate HOA.

Scott McCall said it will be. We’re asking for approval of 500 units but it will probably be built at about
350.

Commissioner Don Buehner asked the application what the hesitation is to cluster the short term rental area.
Scott McCall said not yet knowing our product mix. We just don’t know if the 2 story product will ever g0
forward. The rental units will be spread out. Buyers will know that short term rentals are available in the
area prior to buying into the community.

Darcy Stewart added the plan is for 327 duplexes. The only reason we’re requesting more than that is just in
case we need to change it up to better meet the needs of the area.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher clarified that we’re approving the proposed structure today with the single
family one story, then the 2-story, and next layer right? You’ll have to come back in for more specific
approvals.

Scott McCall said we’re requesting the ability to have a product mix without coming back in.

Commissioner Todd Staheli asked, isn’t the PD specific units? They re asking for a mix.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales advised the Planning Commission is should consider in your
recommendation the look of the units. You are also approving the maximum unit count and if the number of
units requested meets the density requirements. The applicant wants flexibility on where to put the unit
types.

Commissioner Nathan Fisher noted the blue single story has to be single story but the higher density can be
bumped down.

Scott McCall said it’s not the same level of approval as a PD-C.
*Ray Snyder brought the colored materials board forward for review*
Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales said the areas are designated in the color picture. The unit counts as

proposed do not exceed the general plan.
Councilman Joe Bowcutt noted the proposal says 2 story permitted in the yellow so they could do 1 story

instead but in the 1 story area it is limited to 1 story. Does this HOA have use of the Sun River golf course?
Darcy Stewart said the golf course is a public entity. Residents would have privileges to the course.
*Chair Ross Taylor called for a break at 6:32 pm*
Commissioners Nathan Fisher and Todd Staheli departed during the break.
*Chair Ross Taylor called the meeting back to order at 6:43 pm*
Ray Snyder noted that page 22 of the staff report explains the land uses.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales asked applicant to strike part of the proposal that says the applicant
can transfer unused density to a different project under “Land Use Plan.” A PD amendmentwould be
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required to modify unit counts. It would be best to strike after the first 2 sentences under “land use plan.”
You can build to a lesser density or unit mix but you cannot transfer unused units to another parcel.

Scott McCall agreed to the modification.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales said the preliminary plat has to match the PD approval.

Ray Snyder asked the applicantto explain phasing and amenities.

Scott McCall explained that amenities will be phased with initial development and before 100 units are sold.
Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted that page 35 should be modified where it states the order and
size of phasing can change if it affects the amenities. I'm not concerned about the size of each phase, just
thephasing of the amenities.

Commissioner Diane Adams asked what the average size of a phase is.

Scott McCall said we want flexibility. We’ve done 90 unit phases and we’ve done 16 unit phases.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales addressed page 37 regarding a signage plan. There are temporary
signs listed and then in another part of the packet it says the development will take 5-7 years. How
temporary are the temporary signs?

Scott McCall said there are the 4 marketing signs which will be there until the area is completely developed.
Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted that does not seem temporary.

Scott McCall said they will be removed when the area is sold out.

Chair Ross Taylor noted that temporary to the sale of the last unit is descriptive.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales clarified that temporary per this packet is to the sale of the last unit
which is projected to be 7 years.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.

Debbie Cruz (Sun River) — my main concern is the entrance. They are located right across from where our
entrance is. Golf carts cannot go down the Parkway so they would cut down our area to get to the golf
course. 600 more units will cut through here. If they’re not part of Sun River I don’t want them driving
through our area. Short term rentals probably won’t be for those under 55 years of age. There is quite a bit
of traffic here and this will add to it. If you go straight or left on Sun River off of Arrowhead it can be a bad
intersection due to the bushes, hillside, and pedestrian traffic. The Sun River hill hasn’t even been developed
yet. Can the entrance be pushed toward Pioneer by the hotel and other businesses and maybe a stop light
there to keep the traffic away from Arrowhead and the Sun River entrance? I didn’t know that the rental
would be up to 45%. Will they be individually owned?

Scott McCall explained the rentals will be owned and the owner could rent. They can do golf carts on the
private streets but they cannot be on a public street like Arrowhead. We aligned the streets that way due to
trafficking practices to match the existing cuts. Sun River Parkway is UDOT ROW and we have no
availability there per UDOT. We did do a traffic study for 500 units and that does not require a traffic signal.

Marie Smith — the Reflections in Sun River doesn’t allow for everyone to access it. If the 600 units aren’t
allowed where we are what keeps them out? What about all the dogs going through our property? The
signage will make it difficult when driving.

Scott McCall noted the City doesn’t allow gated communities. Reflections was the last one. We will be very
careful with our signage placement.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted there are requirements for signage placement.
Amy Myers (Sun River) — our road backs up to the Villas. I agree with the increase in traffic statement

because it’s coming off of Arrowhead and not Sun River Parkway. You can’t put a road on Sun River
Parkway? That would eliminate a lot of traffic from Arrowhead if there could be one on the Parkway.
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Commissioner Don Buehner noted you’re right but it’s not an option per UDOT.

Amy Myers — we’re going to get an additional 600 cars going by and the noise is a concern. The roadway
placement is a concern.

Mr. Myers — the problem needs to be addressed. Pushing the problem off and saying can’t is not an excuse.
Talk to the state and facilitate change.

Commissioner Don Buehner said we have a proposal before us that we’re going to review. It is our
understanding that UDOT didn’t allow for an entrance there. We are only going to review the proposal
before us.

Aaron Smith — I think it’s a beautiful project and I think they’ve brought a lot to the community. It appears
this project will change zoning from commercial to residential

Commissioner Don Buehner said the zoning will now conform to the master plan which encouraged
residential in this area.

Charles Job — I like the project but object to the short term rentals. 1 don’t think they need 45% rentals. If
they have to have that many I agree with putting them in a certain area.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Diane Adams noted as I look at the proposal and having lived there for many years —
everything I’ve seen out there is just what they said it was going to be. I know there will be a management
company that will run this with their own CCRs and HOA. 1 think there will be pride of ownership just like
Sun River. T don’t see this being anything detrimental to the area. If left the way it is currently zoned the
density would be higher than this proposal as well as commercial. 1 don’t want those things in my backyard.
Neighbors I would welcome.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales advised that the Planning Commission is reviewing use, density,
parking, amenities, landscaping, short term rentals at 45% of the project, materials, phasing, private streets,
and signage not including the freeway sign. Any action must be with a vote of at least 4.

Chair Ross Taylor noted he is impressed with the character and design. T like that we’re approving a
maximum number and allowing a lesser number if the market so calls. I would prefer the short term rental
approval be specific rather than the whole project. 1 have concerns about how the neighborhood will interact
if dispersed, however this is a community that is most likely 2™ homes anyway. I’'m sure there will be traffic
issues but they can be resolved.

Commissioner Diane Adams said there will be one management company. Does the management rent the
unit or does the property owner?

Scott Taylor said the owner would put the home into a rental pool so there would be more control. Owners
would have to register with them and cannot rent on their own per the deed restriction and CCRs. Violators
would be fined. Ibelieve we have a solid plan and that it will work

Councilman Joe Bowcutt said the percentage of rentals is fine it’s the randomness throughout the project that
is a potential concern.

MOTION: Commissioner Don Buehner made a motion fo recommend approval of the zone change
amendment including the PD-C to PD-R, as presented the conceptual site plan, colors and materials,
building design, and signage plan - as to the short term rentals I encourage that before Council it be
reviewed further.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales advised You can approve with conditions.

Commissioner Don Buehner added that the motion is conditional that they rethink the short term
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rentals and have a proposal for Council that addresses the concerns. Approval of the twin homes as
presented, the amenities are to be completed before the 100" unit is sold, the landscaping barrier at
the freeway as depicted, the landscaping as depicted, the permitted uses and setbacks as described as
well as the street trees and short-term rentals at 45%. Another condition for the short term that they
be controlled and managed by the HOA and one management company.

Commissioner Diane Adams asked if the approval excludes the freeway sign.

Commissioner Don Buehner said yes, exclude the freeway sign.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales asked if the motion includes deleting the text addressing density
transfer.

Commissioner Don Buehner said yes, add that to the motion.

SECOND: Commissioner Julie Hullinger

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

B. Consider a zone change amendment to the Gordon Palmer / Southgate area Planned
Development to create a master sign plan. The property is located between Blackridge Drive
and Hilton Drive and 1470 South and Dixie Drive. The applicant is Stephen Wade Auto Group
and the representative is Mr. Bill Western. Case No. 2016-ZCA-003. (Staff — Genna Singh)

John Willis presented the following — the PD zone allows for signage requests that exceed the code. There
are two sites for review: Mercedes Benz and the Toyota dealership. The zoning is PD-C which allows for
the request. The first request is for a monument sign at the Mercedes location. The allowance is 15’ in
height and they are requesting 17.5°. The second is a pylon sign for Mercedes. They are allowed to be 50° in
height but are requesting a size of 185 s.f. rather than the allowed 120 s.f. The Toyota sign is proposed at
160 s.f. rather than 120 s.f. . The existing sign is 35° in height. They are allowed a 2™ sign but it has to be
70% the height of an existing. They are requesting that 70% reduction be removed. Staff recommends
approval.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.

Bill Western, representative — these signs are dictated by the manufacturer. The Toyota change is because of
the addition of Scion. The Mercedes signs are standard for Mercedes dealers.

James Painter - I have property across the street and want to know if I can do the same thing,

Chair Ross Taylor noted you would have to go through the same procedure.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted the Painter’s property is a separate PD zone but can come
forward with a proposal for that PD.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Diane Adams made a motion to recommend approval of item 2B for signage
for Mercedes and Toyota

SECOND: Commissioner Don Buehner

AYES (5)
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Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Don Buehner
Chair Ross Taylor
Commissioner Diane Adams
Commissioner Julie Hullinger
NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

2. ZONE CHANGE (ZC) (Public Hearing)

Consider a request to rezone approximately a 0.176 acre parcel from PD-R (Planned Development
Residential) to RE-12.5 (Residential Estate 12,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size). The project is called the
‘Rocky Point Zone Change’ and the property is located on the south side of Colorado Drive, and
generally between 2050 E and Colorado Circle. The owner is Red Cliffs Park LLC and the
representative is Mr. James Sullivan, S & S Homes. Case No. 2016-ZC-002. (Staff John Willis)

John Willis presented the following:

This property was dedicated to the City and has been abandoned to the property owner. It’s just a sliver of
property. The applicant wishes to combine it with property to the south and then subdivide. The open space
here is historic drainage. The area is not impacted by the drainage at all. Staff will need to clean up that item
in the future. The zoning is PD-R and the property to the south is RE-12.5 and will be added to that.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt asked if that makes the RE piece adjacent to the roadway where it wasn’t
previously.
John Willis said that is correct.

Chair Ross Taylor opened the public hearing.

Lorraine Perkins (#4 of Colorado) stated she wants more information for the HOA. The 3 homes there will
have access off of Colorado. This property was City’s and was given back to Red Cliffs Park LLC?
Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales explained that when property is not needed by the city it goes back to
the original owner.

Lorraine Perkins asked if the 3 homes can be built or would they have to rezone first.

Commissioner Don Buehner said they won’t build on the sliver.

Lorraine Perkins noted that S&S promised public parking. We have concerns about the ridge and wash and
the blasting which caused damage to existing homes. Will they blast again for these homes? We have had
previous damage done. There are only 2 roads that leave those subdivisions but 66 houses are being built
across the hill. We have the Escalera subdivision which has 20+ homes. 2050 and 1950 are the only ways

out of there. We have a lot of traffic. This is a long term problem. The 3 houses is also a concern and how
they are built.

Chair Ross Taylor closed the public hearing,

MOTION: Commissioner Julie made a motion to recommend approval.
SECOND: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
AYES (5)
Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Don Buehner
Chair Ross Taylor
- Commissioner Diane Adams
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Commissioner Julie Hullinger
NAYS (0)
Motion carries.

4. CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS (CUP)

A. Consider a conditional use permit request for establishing a bulk propane business with a
30,000 gallon tank, protective steel bollards, building, warehouse, loading dock, etc. The
applicant is M&C Warren Investments LLC and the representative is Mr. Mark Burgess, Classic
Builders. The property is zoned M-1 (Industrial) and is Lot 98 located on Venture Drive in the Ft
Pierce Industrial Park. Case No. 2016-CUP-002 (Staff Ray Snyder)

Ray Snyder presented the following:

Bulk plants are conditional uses in the M-1 zone. The property is vacant currently. There is a shared drive
between the two properties. The tank and bollards will be on the west side of the property. The fire marshal
has been made aware of the proposal and made his comments. Staff has not received any opposition to the

proposal. It is a CUP so the findings need to be addressed. The applicant has made contact with the Ft.
Pierce HOA.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted the HOA approval has to be voted on by their board with a
letter, not just a verbal confirmation. Are they using the shared access and do they have an agreement?

Mark Burgess, representative stated there is a signed shared access agreement there. We met with Gilbert
Jennings. Gilbert says we need approval from City Council first and you’re saying that we need his approval.
He’s not too concerned with the use as he is with the site plan.

Ray Snyder noted that staff tries to get a letter from Ft. Pierce as a courtesy but it is not a City requirement.
Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales said you don’t need it prior to the CUP but prior to the development.
We do need to see the cross access agreement also. A CUP runs with the land, and Planning Commission
shall approve the CUP if the conditions mitigate the detrimental effects per ordinance.

Chair Ross Taylor noted that the staff report states natural gas on page 3,but it is propane, and that is not the
same.

MOTION: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson made a motion based on staff recommendation, and legal
counsel to approve, the CUP propane business changing the natural gas notes to propane, we must
receive a letter from the HOA prior to development, must review the shared access agreement, and
that findings are mitigated and accept staff comments 1-5.

SECOND: Commissioner Diane Adams

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

B. Consider a conditional use permit to allow a maximum of 12 children in an established child
family support facility (Respite) in the RCC (Residential Central City) zone located at 310 W
200 N. The applicant is “The Family Support Center” and the representative is Ms. Laura
Bartschi. Case No. 2016-CUP-001 (Staff Ray Snyder)
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Ray Snyder presented the item. The request is to change the current approval of 8 children to 12. A
narrative has been provided by the applicant. In 2007 the use of Respite was added to the multifamily code.
In 2008 the applicant submitted for approval in the RCC. The code was amended to allow in the RCC, RE,
and R-1 zones. Council approved 8 children for this location. Parking shall be 1 space per staff member and
1:8 children. The findings are to be addressed as it is a CUP.

Commissioner Diane Adams asked what the parking requirement is.

Commissioner Don Buehner noted they are asking that it remain what it is.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales stated they need at least 3 spaces.

Laura Bartschi (applicant) - the main reason to ask for the increase is because our state license allows for 12
but our City license only allows for 8. We don’t always have that many children at once but would like that
ability if needed.

Commissioner Don Buehner asked what the staffing requirements are per the state.

Laura Bartschi said the size of facility is a factor. Staffing is 1:4 children.

Commissioner Don Buehner said you need another parking space.

Laura Bartschi said we have 4 spaces; one covered and 3 driveway spaces.

Chair Ross Taylor said you can’t stack behind the carport — that doesn’t count.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales stated tandem parking is now allowed in a residential zone. The RCC
is a residential zone.

Ray Snyder said staff can drive by the property prior to Council to take a more up to date picture and verify
parking.

MOTION: Commissioner Julie Hullinger made a motion to recommend approval of item 4b with a
condition that pictures proving the parking is sufficient are provided to City Council.

SECOND: Commissioner Diane Adams

Chair Ross Taylor noted that it is a CUP so we have to address the findings.

Commissioner Julie Hullinger added: and include the staff findings that effects are detrimental.
Approval is for 12 children.

Chair Ross Taylor said the report states that you have exceeded your allotted 8 by having 10 at a time; do
not exceed your 12.

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

C. Consider a conditional use permit to construct a detached accessory structure with a maximum
midpoint height of approximately twenty feet (20°) for personal auto and RV storage. The
structure will be constructed of colored CMU brick with a tile roof and be 2,400 sq. ft. (60 ft. x
40 ft.). The property is zoned R-1-10 (Single family Residential 10,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size)
and is located at 3810 Sugar Leo Road. The applicant is Mr. Richard Nerwinski, DR Builders
Inc. case No. 2016-CUP-003 (Staff John Willis)

John Willis presented. The request is for 20° height. The structure will be in the rear of the property. They
meet the side yard setback at 3" but will need approval from JUC to encroach into the easement. They meet
the distance requirement between the main structure and accessory structure. Midpoint measurement is 20°.
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The structure will be CMU brick and will be colored to match the existing home as well as the tile roof. It is
a CUP so the findings need to be addressed. Aesthetics, height, maintain are applicable findings.

Richard Nerwinski said there are numerous buildings in the neighborhood that exceed 20

MOTION: Commissioner Don Buehner made a motion to recommend approval of item 4C and accept
staff comments 1-5 and note that the aesthetics are mitigated by the proposal, the height will be
approximately 20°, and finding J that it maintains the character are purpose of the zone — we believe it
meets that.

SECOND: Commissioner Diane Adams

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

D. Consider a conditional use permit to construct a 15,626 sq. ft. single family residential home
that will exceed thirty five feet (35°) and requires a conditional use permit approval. The project
height measured per ordinance would be approximately 42 feet. The proposed residence will be
located at 2836 South 2300 East Circle and is zoned RE-12.5 (Residential Estate 12,500 sq. ft.

minimum lot size). The applicant is Mr. Kevin Hafen. Case No. 2016-CUP-004. (Staff John
Willis)

John Willis presented the item. This is a CUP for a single family house. Structures are limited to 35° in
height. You take the two highest elevations from grade to midpoint and average them. The applicant is
proposing a 42’ height per that measurement. The property is a little less than 3 acres. The zoning is RE-
12.5. The applicant is substantially further than the code requires in regards to setbacks. The front elevation
is 35" and the rear is 50’ which makes the 42’ average. There is a knoll on the property that this will be
placed on top of. This is a CUP and the findings are to be addressed. We have received public comments
regarding this item.

Kevin Hafen — as I was designing the home there was a misunderstanding of how to measure height. The
front grade matches the code at 35°. This home should bring value to the neighborhood. If you could see the
lot it’s up on the hill. From the walk out basement to the neighboring grade is a 20 difference.
Commissioner Don Buehner said it’s not about affecting the neighbors it’s about how much it’s affecting
them. Mitigation is required for a CUP. Some neighbors do not feel the exception to the height is warranted.
Are there other homes in the area that are like this?I question if this proposal maintains the character and
purpose of this zone.

Kevin Hafen said there are different grades to the property.

Chair Ross Taylor noted that as part of the conditions you have to provide mitigation. The building has to fit
into the context of the surrounding area.

Kevin Hafen noted that aesthetically it is stucco and rock like everything around here. It is a larger home,
and then the height, but everything else will meet the area.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson asked if the extra 7’ is just roof.

Kevin Hafen said that is right.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt asked if the surrounding area is a subdivision or lots.

Kevin Hafen said that to the left is subdivision and then large acre lots.
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Councilman Joe Bowcutt said aesthetics is the concern by the letters submitted. Not that the house won’t
look good but will it look good there. If I were living there it would probably increase my home value but by
the same token it could decrease it if someone doesn’t want to live by a huge home.

Kevin Hafen said it will increase property values in the area and I’'m centered on 3 acres.

Don Buehner noted the applicant can build a 15,000 s.f. home he just doesn’t have the height allowance.
Does the 7° make it more problematic aesthetically? I'm not sympathetic that you’ve already done the plans.
'm more looking at the idea of how the height affects the area. It’s a beautiful home but T believe it can be
designed to meet the ordinance.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson said if we allow this I'm worried that we’ll receive a lot more requests. We've
done it for commercial but this is for a residence.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt noted that if this home were built by other 3 acre lots there would probably be no
challenge.

Kevin Hafen added that from the neighbor to me there is a 20’ grade change.

Commissioner Don Buehner noted you have a hip roof. Say you went with a flat roof I don’t” know that the
height would be much different.

Commissioner Don Buehner asked if a request like this has been heard before.
John Willis said he is unsure of past requests but there are two on tonight’s agenda.

Commissioner Diane Adams asked if the height were to be reduced would living space be lost.
Kevin Hafen said no, the footprint would remain the same.

Commissioner Don Buehner said this ultimately goes to City Council but precedence is my concern.
Chair Ross Taylor noted there is difficultly being able to say that all findings can be mitigated.

MOTION: Commissioner Don Buehner made a motion to recommend approval of item 4D and that it
include the findings regarding dust, noise, odor and safety as listed, height of 42° average as measured
to the midpoint, the home would maintain the character and purpose of this residential zone and
public health as mentioned.

Motion failed to receive a second.

MOTION: Commissioner Julie Hullinger made a recommendation of denial because the height is not
in harmony with the neighborhood.

SECOND: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

AYES (4)

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

Commissioner Diane Adams

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

NAYS (1)

Commissioner Don Buehner

Motion carries to recommend denial.

E. Consider a conditional use permit to construct a residential home that exceeds the allowable
height of thirty five feet (35°) and requires a conditional use permit approval. The project height
measured per ordinance would be approximately 48 feet. The proposed residence would be
located at 225 South 1160 West Circle and is zoned PD-R (Planned Development Residential).
The applicant is Mr. Cary Blake, C. Blake Homes. Case No. 2016-CUP-005 (Staff John Willis)
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John Willis presented the item:
This is lot 309 and is on a hillside. There is an elevation of 47° and 49° for an average of 48°. The home
starts at grade and rises up. Adjacent houses built retaining walls and put the home on top after building up

the pad. The elevation of this home would match the elevations of what exists in the area. This proposal
appears to be consistent with the neighborhood.

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson asked if that is the only remaining lot. Is there anything that can go above it?
Darrin Allred (applicant) — the Black Hill is behind. The roof line will match the adjacent house roof lines.
We’ll use the garage to retain the hillside rather than using retaining walls and an elevated pad.

Councilman Joe Bowcutt asked how the peak compares to the house to the north.

Cary (representative) — I believe the next house is higher because it’s 2 story with peaked roof and they
started 30" above the road.

Darrin Allred added the driveway to the lower garage is equal to his driveway on the right.

Joe Bowcutt asked if the home south is built or if it’s an open lot.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted it’s part of a different project. There are no other vacant lots in
that cul-de-sac. That vacant lot belongs to the southern cul-de-sac and is not a building lot.

Don Buehner noted that adding the retaining wall garage element is what puts the request above the 35°. I
would like to address the aesthetics.

John Willis said if you look at the neighborhood, the pads were built up so the home is in line with the rest of
the neighborhood.

MOTION: Commissioner Diane Adams made a motion to recommend approval of item 4E for Blake
Homes and realize the height exceeds 35’ but the neighborhood and adjacent property roof lines are
similar, the setbacks are as stated and that the mitigation findings are acceptable as stated knowing
that the height is the item to address. I believe it blends in harmoniously with the other homes in the
neighborhood.

SECOND: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

3. PRELIMINARY PLAT (PP)

Consider approval of a preliminary plat for an eight (8) lot residential subdivision development
calledthe “Don Cannon” subdivision. The applicant is Mr. Todd West. The property is zoned R-1-
10 (Single family Residential 10,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size) and is located on 750 North Street.
Case No. 2016-PP-001. (Staff — Wes Jenkins).

Wes Jenkins presented the item. This is for a nine lot residential subdivision not eight lots as stated. The
roads will need to be finished and there must be a privacy wall on the lots that back onto commercial.
Councilman Joe Bowcutt asked if there is a setback from the wash.

Wes Jenkins said no. There’s a pipe there. Each lot is about 1 1,500 s.f.
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Todd West said the channel in the back was City property and then the City gave it back to Rowland Stone
so Rowland owns that area.

Assistant City Attorney Victoria Hales noted the approval will be subject to legal review.

MOTION: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson made a motion to accept item 5 subject to legal review and
for 9 lots rather than 8.

SECOND: Commissioner Diane Adams
AYES (5

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams
Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

6. FINAL PLATS (FP)

A. Consider approval of a final plat for a one (1) lot residential subdivision for “St George
Elementary Subdivision.” The property is zoned RCC (Residential Central City) and is located
between 100 South Street and 200 South Street at approximately 300 East (west of the ‘Sun
Bowl’). The representative is Mr. Scott Woolsey, Alpha Engineering. Case No. 2015-FP-064
(Staff — Wes Jenkins).

Wes Jenkins said there is a roadway vacation that goes back to the City and then a portion remains as an
easement.

MOTION: Commissioner Julie Hullinger made a motion to recommend approval of item 6a and
authorize chair to sign.

SECOND: Commissioner Diane Adams
AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams
Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

B. Consider approval of a final plat for a twelve ( 12) lot residential subdivision for “Entrada at
Snow Canyon ‘Chaco West’ Phase 3.” The property is zoned PD-R (Planned Development
Residential) and is located along the westerly and northerly sides of Tacheene Drive at
approximately 2910 West and 2480 North (in Entrada Development). The representative is Mr.
Kevin Bundy, Kevin Bundy Surveying Inc. Case No. 2014-FP-034 (Staff Wes Jenkins)

Wes Jenkins explained this is for 11 lots not 12. There used to be a lot in the cul-de-sac that they pulled. It
was shown on the preliminary plat.
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*Commissioner Ro Wilkinson stepped out 9:16 pm*

Commissioner Don Buehner asked why the lot was removed.
Wes Jenkins said it may have had something to do with the roadway.There are 12 lots for approval — 11 on
one sheet and one on the other.

MOTION: Commissioner Diane Adams made a motion to recommend approval and authorize chair to sign.
SECON: Commissioner Don Buehner

AYES (4)

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

C. Consider approval of a final plat for a nineteen (19) lot residential subdivision for “Meadow
Valley Farms Phase 7.” The property is zoned RE-20 (Residential Estate 20,000 sq. ft.
minimum lot size) and is located at approximately 3995 South and Little Valley Road. The
representative is Mr. Brad Petersen, Development Solutions. Case No. 2015-FP-059 (Staff —
Wes Jenkins)

Wes Jenkins explained they will dedicate hillside to the City and that will be contiguous to future hillside
dedication. There will be an undisturbed hillside left in the lots.

*Commissioner Ro Wilkinson returned at 9:19 pm*

MOTION: Commissioner Don Buehner made a motion to recommend approval and authorize chair to
sign.

SECOND: Commissioner Julie Hullinger
AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson
Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams
Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

7 LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT (LLA)

Consider approval of a lot line adjustment on residential property between parcel | and 2 for
“Magnolia” in the Green Valley area. The property is zoned PD-R (Planned Development
Residential) and is located near the end of 1790 West Strect. The representative is Mr. Eric
McFadden, Premier Design and Engineering. Case No. 2015-L.LRE-033 (Staff — Wes Jenkins)

Wes Jenkins explained this came as a zone change recently. The hatched area will become part of parcel 2
rather than being part of parcel 1. It belongs to the overall HOA. They have other amenities available.
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MOTION: Commission Diane Adams made a motion to recommend approval of the LLA.
SECOND: Commissioner Don Buehner

AYES (5)

Commissioner Ro Wilkinson

Commissioner Don Buehner

Chair Ross Taylor

Commissioner Diane Adams

Commissioner Julie Hullinger

NAYS (0)

Motion carries.

8. DISCUSSION

A discussion of TND (Traditional Neighborhood District) is requested by Stacy with Development
Solutions.

Stacy Young- we’ve formulated a decent drafting strategy and propose another work meeting this time just
with Planning Commission. We’ll give you a draft a week ahead of time and then discuss it round-table.

Wes Jenkins said we’ll coordinate a work meeting with Planning Commission on an off Tuesday at 5:00 pm.

ADJOURN

MOTION: Commissioner Ro Wilkinson made a motion to adjourn.
SECOND: Commissioner Julie Hullinger
Meeting adjourned at 9:25 pm.




